94 Q SRI PARASARA BHATTA

to one and the same entity is known as doubt. It is
two-fold/' The part of the text which classifies samsaya
is not available. But we can supply the idea from Vedanta
Desika's Nyayaparisudcfhi. According to this, samsaya
is of two kinds: (1) That which ^ based on the common
feature (samanadharma}, and ^-) that which is based
on mutual discrepancy (vipratip^ 7/). Looking at a tall
object, and being unable to decide whether it is a man
or post is the illustration for the first variety. When one
looks in the mirror and sees the image of one's own
face there arises the doubt regarding the reality of the
reflection. This forms the illustration for the second variety.

The second quotation concerns itself with the number
of pramana-s. Parasara points out that although those
who rely upon the Veda-s mention smrti (recollection),
pratyaksa (perception), aitihya (same as agama or
verbal testimony) and anumana (inference) as the valid
means of knowledge, all recollection {smrti} based upon
pratyaksa etc., can actually be included in its own source.
As such there is no difficulty in concluding that pramana-s
are three in number.

The  third  fragment  defines  the  immediacy
{aparoksyam} of cognition. It consists in cognizing an
object directly through pratyaksa. This immediacy of
knowledge distinguishes it from verbal and inferential
cognitions. In other words fire, etc., are the objects
concerning whose existence on a hill-top a man engages
himself through the observation of smoke, etc.,
concomitant with that entity. The knowledge that arises
therefrom is known as inference. If a person hears
somebody mentioning the existence of fire at a particular
place and believes that there is fire, purely on the strength
of that statement, we have an instance of verbal cognition.
In the same context the mediacy of knowedge (paroksya)